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TORRUELLA, Chi ef Judge. On Decenber 20, 1998, Rhode | sl and

State Police officers, acting on atip provided by a confidenti al
i nformant, arrested appel |l ant Jeffrey Li nk and sei zed a pi stol and
pi st ol case fromhis person. This evidence fornedthe basis of a one-
count grand jury indi ct nent chargi ng appellant with a viol ati on of 18
U S.C. §922(g), which prohibits the possession of afirearmby a
convicted felon. The district court concl uded t hat sufficient probable
cause exi sted for Link's arrest and deni ed Li nk' s noti on to suppress
the pistol and pistol case. Reserving the right to appeal this
deci sion, appellant pled guilty to the charge pursuant to a plea
agreenment. We affirm
BACKGROUND

The district court's findings of fact are as foll ows.
Bet ween t he end of Novenber and Decenber 20, 1998, Rhode | sl and State
Police Detective Joseph Del Prete was i nvolved in an investigation
concerning all egations that Link, Ronald Cotoia, and others were
comm tting burglariesinMine, NewHanpshire, and Rhode I sl and. This
i nvestigati on was based on i nformati on provi ded by a confidenti al
i nformant who had supplied information to Del Prete in prior
i nvestigations. Theinformant had a crimnal record and had been pai d
on several occasions for supplying information.

On Decenber 20, 1998, the informant contacted Officer

Del Pretewith informationindicatingthat Li nk and Ronal d Cot oi a had
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commtted an arnmed robbery i n Port snmout h, New Hanpshire. In aseries
of calls throughout the day, the i nformant advi sed Del Prete that both
Li nk and Cot oi a had used a red Ni ssan Sentra as a get-away car, that
t he car had been abandoned on Route 10 i n Cranst on, Rhode | sl and, and
of the license plate nunmber of the car. Through the course of the
i nvestigation over the previous weeks, Del Prete had corroboratedthe
informant's account of Link's crimnal record, which included
convictions for assault wi th a danger ous weapon, breaking and enteri ng,
and | arceny. On Decenber 20, noreover, New Hanpshire State Police
corroborated that an arned robbery i nvol ving a red get - away car had
occurred t he previ ous day i n Portsnouth, NewHanpshire. Police al so
found ared Ni ssan Sentra on Route 10 in the |l ocationindicated by the
informant with |license pl ates matchi ng t he nunber provi ded by t he
informant. Finally, policetracedthe vehicleregistrationto Denise
Cot oi a, awoman with t he sanme surnane as Link's all eged acconplicein
the Portsnouth arnmed robbery.

Later inthe day on Decenber 20, the confidential infornant
advi sed Officer Del Prete that sonmeti ne t hat eveni ng, Link and a man
known as "Bones" were going to a house | ocated at 27 Asia Street in
Cranston. There, theinformant said, Link wouldretrieve the firearm
used inthe robbery t he day before. Accordingtotheinformant, Link
and anot her i ndividual intendedto sell thefirearmor tradeit for

narcotics. The i nformant descri bed t he car that Li nk and Bones woul d be
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driving as a black Mercury Cougar, and provided the |icense plate
nunmber for the car. Aregistration check on this nunmber not only
mat ched t he col or and make descri bed by the i nformant, but al so
reveal ed t hat the vehi cl e was owned by a Li sa Li nk, a wonman bearing the
sane | ast nanme as appell ant.

Around 7: 00 p. m on Decenmber 20, Detectives Del Prete and
Kevi n Hawki ns and four ot her state police officers set up surveill ance
near 27 Asia Street in Cranston. Shortly thereafter, the officers
observed Li nk and anot her man pull up in a bl ack Mercury Cougar and
park infront of the address. Wil e the other individual went tothe
trunk of the car, Link wal ked up the driveway and i nto the house. Link
canme out of the house, wal ked down t he dri veway t owards t he car, then
turned and headed towards the back of the house again.

At this point, Del Prete, Hawki ns, and two ot her officers |eft
t heir surveillance positions and fol | owed appel | ant behi nd t he house.
There, they found Li nk backi ng out of a screen door onto t he porch.
Del Preteidentified hinself as astate policeofficer andtoldLinkto
put his hands up. Link turnedto face the officers, and took a few
steps back towards the corner of the porch. Hi s hands were not
vi si bl e, and appeared to be under hi s coat. Hawki ns asked Li nk sever al
times to showhis hands. Wen he did not conply, Del Prete trained his
weapon on Li nk whi | e Hawki ns appr oached appel | ant. As Hawki ns noved

Li nk' s hands away fromhi s body, the gun case fell fromunderneath
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Li nk' s coat and opened as it hit the floor, revealinganine-mllimeter
pi stol and an ammunition clip. The officers westledLink tothefloor
of the porch, handcuffed him and t ook hi mi nto custody. Appellant was
indicted for violating 18 U.S.C. § 922(g) on April 14, 1999.

On May 29, 1999, Link filed anotionto suppress the pistol
and its case, claimngthat they werethefruits of anillegal arrest.
Inits bench opi nionof July 1, 1999, the district court concl uded t hat
t he arrest was | awf ul because it was based on t he i nformati on gi ven by
t he confidential informant, which had been corroborated and whi ch
provi ded the police w th sufficient probabl e cause to believe that Link
possessed a firearmas a convicted felonin violation of § 922(q9).
Li nk pl ed guilty pursuant to a pl ea agreenent, and was sentenced to 188
nmont hs of inmprisonment to be foll owed by five years of supervi sed
rel ease.

DI SCUSSI ON

Li nk rai ses two i ssues on appeal . First, Link argues that
t he pol i ce | acked probabl e cause for his arrest because the i nformati on
provi ded to the pol i ce was eit her uncorroborated, non-incrimnating, or
unrel i abl e. Second, Link clainsthat duringthe suppression hearing,
the district court erroneously limtedhis attenptstoelicit rel evant
testinmony from the police witnesses concerning the informant's
credibility. W will address each of these argunments in turn.

A
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"An of fi cer may conduct awarrantl ess arrest as |l ong as there
is 'probable cause to believe that the suspect has commtted or is

commttingacrine.'" United States v. Bizier, 111 F. 3d 214, 216-17

(1st Cir. 1997) (citingUnited States v. Martinez-Mlina, 64 F. 3d 719,

726 (1st Cir. 1995) (internal citations omtted)). Probabl e cause
existsif, at thetinme of the arrest, the collective know edge of the
of ficers involved was "sufficient to warrant a prudent person in
beli eving that the defendant had commtted or was comm tting an

of fense.” |d. at 217 (citingUnited States v. Cl evel and, 106 F. 3d

1056, 1060 (1st Gr. 1997) (internal citations omtted)). Al though we

reviewadistrict court's determ nation of probabl e causede novo, the

factual findings supportingthe district court's conclusionw || be

overturned only if they are clearly erroneous. United States v.

Shaefer, 87 F. 3d 562, 565 (1st Cir. 1996); United States v. Zapata, 18

F.3d 971, 975 (1st Cir. 1994). Because we hold that the information
gi ven by the confidential informant provi ded suffici ent probabl e cause
for Link's arrest, we need not address the governnent's argunent t hat
the seizure ampunted to a Terry stop requiring only reasonable

suspicion. See United States v. Acosta-Col 6n, 157 F.3d 9, 14 (1st Cir.

1998) ("[W here a def endant chal | enges the constitutionality of a
war r ant | ess sei zure undert aken on t he basi s of suspicionfalling short
of probabl e cause, the governnent bears t he burden of provingthat the

seizure was . . . a Terry-type investigative stop.").
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The di strict court correctly | ookedtothe "totality of the
ci rcunst ances” i n eval uati ng whet her Link's arrest was supported by

probabl e cause. See United States v. Reyes, 225 F.3d 71, 75 (1st Cir.

2000). In doing so, the court noted nunmerous pi eces of i nformation
corroborated by the police. First, police had verified Link's
extensive crimnal record, detailed by theinformant, inthe course of
i nvestigating a series of burglaries over the previ ous weeks. Second,
Por t smout h pol i ce had confirnmed the i nformant' s account of an arnmed
robbery i nvol ving ared get-away car the previous day. Third, as the
i nformant i ndi cated, the police di scovered ared N ssan Sentra parked
on Route 10 in Cranston, and the |icense pl ate nunber mat ched t hat
provi ded by the informant. Fourth, this vehicle was registeredto one
Deni se Cot oi a, whose sur nane mat ched Li nk' s al | eged acconpliceinthe
Portsnmout h robbery. Finally, theinformant accurately predicted Link's
movenents the evening he was arrested.

Notwi t hst andi ng t hi s extensi ve verification, appellant clains
that policefailedto establish aspecific connection betweenthered
car and either Link or the robbery. Wthout such corroboration, argues
appel lant, all of the information avail able to the police was non-
i ncrimnating and provi ded no basi s for suspecting crimnal activity.

Pr obabl e cause, however, "does not require the governnent to present
evi dence sufficient toconvict theindividual, but nerely enoughto

war r ant a reasonabl e bel i ef that he was engagingincrimnal activity."

- 8-



Reyes, 225 F. 3d at 75. Thus, it may be true that, based upon the
i nformati on corroborated before the arrest, police woul d be unable to
concl usi vel y prove a nexus between Li nk and t he Port snout h robbery.
However, the confirmed details of theinformant's tips, placedinthe
context of the ongoingtri-state burglary investigation and Li nk's own
crimnal history, offered at | east a nascent pi cture of suspi ci ous
activity. This picture was further enhanced and subst anti at ed when
Link arrivedinthe exact car and at the preci se | ocation predicted by
t he i nformnt.

Thi s corroboration, noreover, renders i napposite appellant's

anal ogy to the Suprene Court's decisioninFloridav. J.L., 120 S. Ct.

1375 (2000). The Court heldinthat case that police officers were
unjustifiedin conducting aTerry stop whenthey reliedsolely on an
anonynous tip identifying the defendant and al |l egi ng that he was
carryingagun. Contrary to Link's assertions, theinstant factsinno
way inplicate the core concern in J.L.: that the tip contain a
"moderate indiciaof reliability."” 1d. at 1379. First, unlikethe
tipper inJ.L., theinformant inthis case was not only known to t he
police, but had also provided reliable information in previous

investigations.! Seeid. at 1378 (di sti ngui shing between an anonynous

1 The district court found, based upon Del Prete's testinony at the
hearing, that the information provi ded by the i nformant i n previous
investigations resultedin (or suppliedthe basis for) sonme arrests.
Al t hough, as appel | ant argues, Del Prete did not make thi s causal |ink
explicit, we believe it is a reasonable inference based on his
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ti pper and a known i nf or mant, "whose reput ati on can be assessed and who
can be hel d responsi ble if her allegations turnout to be fabricated").

More inportantly, while the anonynmous tip in J.L. provided "no
predictiveinformationand. . . left the police w thout nmeans to test
the informant's know edge or credibility," the police here had several
opportunities to verify both the retrospective and prospective
information providedtothem The risk, therefore, "of alying or

i naccurate i nfornmer [ had] been sufficiently reduced by corroborative

facts and observations." United States v. Khounsavanh, 113 F. 3d 279,

284 (1st Cir. 1997) (quoting 2 W LaFave, Search and Seizure: A

Treatise on the Fourth Amendnent 168 (3d ed. 1996)).

The central question, then, is whether "verificationof part
of theinformant's story [made] it sufficiently likely that the crucial
part of theinformant's story (i.e., allegations that crimnal activity
has occurred and t hat evi dence pertainingtheretow | be foundinthe
| ocationto be searched) [was] true.” |d. The answer inthis caseis
affirmative. Every singletip provided by the infornmant on Decenber 20
proved to be correct, includingthe predictionof appellant’'s arrival
at 27 Asia Street. Based upon the nature and accuracy of these tips,
the police could reasonably expect that the critical piece of

information -- that appellant was retrieving a gun fromthe given

testi nony and accept the court's findinginour anal ysis. See Shaef er,
87 F. 3d at 565 (noting that factual findings will not be di sturbed
absent clear error).
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address -- was likely to be true as well. This expectation was
fortified by the officers' own observati ons when they reached t he
porch: appel | ant was exiting the resi dence, had hi s hands conceal ed
beneat h his jacket, and refused to showt hemdespite bei ng asked to do
so several times.? At thetinme of arrest, therefore, the collective
know edge of the police was sufficient towarrant a prudent person's
belief that Link was illegally in possessionof afirearm thecrine
for which he was ultimtely indicted.
B.

Link alsoclains that thedistrict court erroneously limted
cross-exam nationregarding theinformant's crimnal history and fee
arrangenment with the police. Review ngthe court's decision for abuse

of discretion, United States v. Gones, 177 F. 3d 76, 80 (1st Cir. 1999),

we find no error.

To begi n, we cannot agree with Link's contentionthat the
court "foreclosed” inquiry into the informant's cri m nal past or
paynment arrangenent. Link was permtted to establish, through
Del Prete's testinony, that the informant had a crim nal record.
Al t hough the court precluded Link frominquiringintothe specific

details of this record, he offers no explanation for hisown failureto

2 Although the district court confinedits analysistothe officers'
know edge when they | eft their surveill ance positions, we extend our
inquiry to the tinme when Hawki ns approached Li nk and actual |y arrested
him See Bizier, 111 F.3d at 216-17 (stating that court anal yzes
officers' collective know edge at the tine of arrest).
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pursue al ternative, nore general |ines of questioning. Linkwas al so
allowed to exploretheinformant's fee arrangenent with the police. In
fact, Link elicited substantial facts fromDel Prete, including: (1)
t hat the Rhode I sl and State Police had paid the i nformant several
times; (2) that the informant was not al ways paid for i nformation; and
(3) that the paynents ranged in anounts from $100 to $1, 000.

Totheextent that it didlimt appellant's exam nation, the
court did not abuse its discretion for two reasons. First, at the
out set of the suppression hearing, the district court deniedLink's
notion to discover theidentity of theinformant. The court expl ai ned
t hat such di scl osure was unnecessary since the i nformati on concerned a
pr obabl e cause determ nati on rat her than the conm ssion of the crine
itself. Link does not challenge this ruling, nor does he deny t hat
probing the details of the informant's crim nal record m ght have
conprom sed the informant's identity.

Second, any addi tional evi dence concerningtheinformant's
convi ctions or paynents was ultimately irrelevant. C oss-exam nation
serves to "inpeach credibility and t o expose t he wi t ness' s bi ases and

possi bl e notives." United States v. Silvestri, 790 F. 2d 186, 190 ( 1st

CGr. 1986) (citingDavis v. Al aska, 415 U.S. 308, 316 (1974)). That

pur pose becones | ess ger mane where, as here, the i nformation underlying
a probabl e cause deternm nati on has al ready been corroborated. See

United States v. Taylor, 106 F. 3d 801, 803 (8th G r. 1997) (concl udi ng
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that district court did not abuse its discretion in preventing
def endant fromexploringinformant's crim nal record at suppression
heari ng because "[w] hen an informant's data is at | east partially
corroborated, attacks uponcredibility andreliability are not cruci al

to the finding of probabl e cause"); cf. United States v. Paradi s, 802

F.2d 553, 558 (1st Cir. 1986) (because agent "corroborated the
i nformati on provi ded by the i nfornmant™ and because evi dence known to
agent "reasonably i nplicated" defendant in crine under investigation,
details of crimnal history "would not have resulted in a | ack of
probabl e cause” to search defendant's house). As we have al ready
di scussed, theinformant'stipsinthis casewrediligently verified
and, conbined with the officers' own observations, provi ded anpl e
probabl e cause for Link's arrest. Neither a detail ed account of the
informant's crimnal record nor a further description of his paynent
schedul e woul d alter this analysis. W therefore discernnoerror in
the court's decision to limt inquiry into these topics.
CONCLUSI ON

The decision of the district court is affirned.
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